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said plurality of vanes, wherein a wide filed of view through the reflective surface is 
maintained. 

REMARKS 

Applicants appreciate the Examiner's thorough examination of the subject 
application and request reconsideration of the subject application based on the 
foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

Claims 1-5, 7-9, 1 1 and 12 are pending in the subject application. Claim 12 
has been withdrawn from consideration. Claim 1 has been amended. Support for the 
amendments to claim 1 is found throughout the Specification, as filed, and no new 
matter is presented by these amendments. 

Favorable reconsideration in light of the amendments and the remarks which 
follow is respectfully requested. 

1. Oath / Declaration 
The objection to the verified Statement Claiming Small Entity Status as set 
forth in the previous Office action (Paper No. 2, page 2) has been repeated. Applicant 
will submit a new verified Statement Claiming Small Entity Status at a later date. 

2. Drawing 

The objections to the drawings as set forth in the previous Office action {Paper 
No. 2, page 2, elements 2 and 4) have been repeated. New drawings to address the 
objections are being prepared and will be submitted at a later date. 

3. 35 U.S.C. S103 Rejection 
Claims 1-5, 7 and 1 1 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) a being 
unpatentable over Jones (U.S. Patent No. 4,929,055) in view of Sofdy (U.S. Patent No. 
4,365,866). 
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Regarding the Jones reference, the Examiner states that: 

[T]he structure concerning the vanes disposed in front of a 
lens surface having a curved shape for reduction light 
reflections incident on the lens surface as provided by 
Jones meets almost all the features recited in the present 
claims. The only feature missing from the Jones reference 
is that he does not clearly teach that the first ends of the 
concentric circular vanes are spaced further apart from 
each other at a different distance than the second ends of 
the concentric circular vanes are spaced apart from each 
other. However, such an arrangement of the vanes as 
claimed is merely that of a preferred embodiment and no 
criticality has been disclosed. 

Regarding the Softly reference, the Examiner states that: 

It is noted that the use of an array of vanes disposed 
in front of a lens surface having a curved shape for the 
purpose of reduction Ught reflections incident on the lens 
surface wherein the distance between two adjacent first 
ends near the lens surface of a vane is larger than the 
distance between two adjacent second ends farther from the 
lens surface of the vane for the purpose of reduction the 
light reflection incident on the lens surface is suggested by 
one skilled in the art as can be seen in the system provided 
by Softly. 

And that 

[I]t would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the apparatus 
having vanes disposed in front of a lens reflecting surface of 
an optical device as provided by Jones (column 5, lines 10- 
34) by rearranging the orientation of the vanes so that the 
distance between two adjacent first ends of the vanes is 
different from the distance defined between two adjacent 
second ends of the vanes as suggested by Sofdy for the 
purpose of reducing light reflection while stfll maintaining 
the wide field of view of the optical device. 



Applicants respectfuUy traverse this rejection. 
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Applicants claim, claim 1, an apparatus for reducing reflection on a surface 
comprising: a plurality of concentric circular vanes mounted in front of the reflective 
surface. Each of the vanes includes a first end proximate the surface and a second 
end away from the surface. The first ends of the plurality of vanes are spaced apart 
from each other at a different distance than the second ends of the plurality of vanes 
are spaced apart from each other. Further, the first ends of the plurality of vanes are 
spaced further apart from each other than the second ends of said plurality of vanes 
(i.e., the vanes converge inwards as they extend away from the reflective surface). Still 
further, a wide filed of view through the reflective surface is maintained. This 
embodiment is shown in Fig. 14. 

According to the present invention, person or viewer ("V") is situated on the 
opposite side of the light reflective surface and light reflective device as shown below: 



Thus, the field of view is the viewer's (V's) view through the light reflective 
surface and through the light reflective device (e.g. through field goggles, through the 
vanes of the light reflective device and into the world). The field of view is depicted in 
the present invention as 71 in Figures 12-14. The present invention teaches a light 
reflective device that is placed in front of a reflective surface. The viewer, V, is 
positioned opposite the reflective device and looks through the reflective surface. 
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through the reflective device into the world. Reflection of light off the light reflective 
surface is minimized by the light reflective device so that a individuals ("I") positioned 
on the same side as the reflective surface and light reflective device (opposite the 
viewer (V)) cannot see reflections of light off of the reflective surface (e.g. so that the 
individuals (I) cannot detect the viewer's (V) position by reflection of light off of his or 
her optical device). The light reflective device, at the same time, maintains the viewer's 
wide field of view through the light reflective surface into the world. 

The Jones reference describes an anti-reflection technique wherein grid-like 
structures are placed in front of an optical device to reduce the light reflected from the 
surface of the optical device. As acknowledged by the Examiner, the Jones reference 
fails to describe or otherwise suggest that the first ends of the concentric circular 
vanes are spaced further apart from each other at a different distance than the second 
ends of the concentric circular vanes are spaced apart from each other. 

The Softly reference describes a light masking device that is placed in front of a 
television or similar video display screen. The light masking device intercepts light, 
thereby improving image contrast on the television or similar video display screen 
under conditions of high ambient light. According to the Softly reference, the light 
masking device is formed of a plurality of horizontal slats that are.positioned to 
intercept the light while, at the same time, the horizontal slats do not block an 
individual's view of the television or similar video display screen. Thus, the "filed of 
view" according to the Sofdy reference is the individual's view of the light reflective 
surface (screen) through the slats of the fight reflection device (i.e. the individual's view 
through the slats onto the screen). 
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Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's statement above that 
"such an arrangement of the vanes as claimed is merely that of a preferred 
embodiment and no criticality has been disclosed." Applicants respectfully submit 
that the fact that the claimed element is a preferred embodiment has no bearing on 
patentability. The element is absent from the Jones reference. Whether the element 
relates to a preferred embodiment has no bearing. Further, regarding the criticality of 
the arrangement, in the prior Office action, the Examiner asserted that "Jones does not 
state that 1) the first ends of the vane means are arranged further from each other than 
the second ends of the vane means" and that "absent any showing of criticality, it would 
. have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the arrangement of the ends of the vane means including the arrangement in which the 
first ends are closer to each other with respect to the second ends." Applicants 
respectfully submit that it is well-known that the mere fact that a worker in the art 
could rearrange the parts of the reference device to meet the terms of the claims is not 
by itself sufficient to support a finding of obviousness. The prior art must provide a 
motivation or reason for the worker in the art, without the benefit of appellant's 
specification, to make the necessary changes in the reference device." Ex parte 
Chicago Rawhide Mfg. Co., 223 USPQ 351, 353 (Bd. Pat. App. 85 Inter. 1984). In this 
case, the Jones reference provides no such motivation or reason. /Further, the 
Examiner does not state that the Jones reference provides any motivation or reason, 
to make the necessary changes. The Examiner, rather, merely concludes that it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the arrangement of the ends of the vane means including the arrangement in which the 
first ends are closer to each other with respect to the second ends. As held by the Board 
of Patent Appeals and Interferences, this is not by itself sufficient to support a finding of 
obviousness. (See Ex parte Chicago Rawhide Mfg. Co.) 

Further, even if the Softly reference does describes horizontal slats that can be 
positioned such that the distance between two adjacent first ends near the lens 
surface is larger than the distance between two adjacent second ends farther from the 
lens surface, this alone is insufficient to support a finding of obviousness. It is well- 
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known that the mere fact that a worker in the art could rearrange the parts of the 
reference device to meet the terms of the claims is not by itself sufficient to support a 
finding of obviousness. The prior art must provide a motivation or reason for the 
worker in the art, without the benefit of appellant's specification, to make the 
necessary changes in the reference device." Ex parte Chicago Rawhide Mfg. Co., 223 
USPQ 351, 353 (Bd. Pat. App. Ss Inter. 1984). Absent Applicant's disclosure, there is 
absolutely no motivation or suggestion to combine and modify the Jones and Softly 
references to meet the limitations of Applicant's claim 1. 

As set out above, according to the Softly reference, the "filed of view" is the 
individual's view of the light reflective surface (screen) through the slats of the light 
reflection device (i.e. the individual's view through the slats onto the screen). 
Accordingly, the slats are preferably arranged such that they provide the viewer with 
the least obstructed view of the screen. Thus, the slats are specifically designed 
provide a viewer with an unobstructed view of the surface of the screen while 
improving image contrast on the screen (i.e. allowing the viewer to better see the 
television show or film being shown on the screen). 

Thus, clearly the "field of view'' of the Softly reference is a very different concept 
than the "filed of view" of the present invention. Accordingly, it cannot be said that 
the Jones reference could be modified as suggested by Softly for the purpose of 
reducing light reflection while stiU maintaining the wide "field of view" of the optical 
device. The field of view concept of the Softly reference is the opposite of the field of 
view concept of the present invention. The filed of view of the present invention is the 
viewer's, V, view through the back of the light reflective surface, through the light 
reflective device and into the world. The filed of view of the Softly reference is the view 
of the light reflective surface (the view of the television screen). The slats of the Softly 
reference are specificaUy designed with the purpose of not only reducing reflection of 
light off the reflective surface (screen) but also with the purpose of providing a viewer 
with the clearest, best possible view of the light reflective surface (screen). Thus, there 
is no motivation to modify Jones to provide the slats described by Softly since there is 



Peter W. J. Jones 
U.S.S.N.: 09/094,052 
Page 8 

no reason or motivation to provide the Jones reference with slats that would enable a 
person (e.g. an enemy) looking at the surface a reflective surface (optical device) to 
better see the light reflective surface and image contrast on the reflective surface. 

Thus, although the vanes of the present invention and the slats of the Softly 
reference are both provided to reduce reflection from a light reflective surface, the 
other requirements of the vanes and slats are contrary to each other. While the vanes 
of the present invention must provide an individual positioned behind the surface 
with a wide filed of view through the back of the surface and through the vanes, the 
slats of the Softly reference must provide an individual positioned in front of the . 
surface with a wide field of view through the slats onto the surface. The Softly 
reference does not describe, teach or suggest the impact of the slats on a person that 
may be positioned behind the surface. Rather, one would not be positioned behind (or 
inside of) the television or other video display screen. Thus, Applicant respectfully 
submits that there further would be no motivation or reasonable expectation of 
success in combining the Jones and Softly references such that the vanes of Jones are 
positioned Uke the slats of Softly. 

It is well-known that to establish a prima ifacie case of obviousness, three basic 
criteria must be met: (1) there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skfll 
in the ait, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings; (2) there must be 
a reasonable expectation of success; and (3) the prior art reference(s) must teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the 
prior art, and not based on applicant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 
USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). See MPEP § 2143. 

In this case, as acknowledged by the Examiner, the Jones reference does not 
teach or suggest all the claim limitations. Further, as set out above, there is 
absolutely no suggestion or motivation to modify the reference or to combine reference 
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teachings nor is there any reasonable expectation of success in such a modification or 
combination. 

Accordingly, claim 1 is patentable over the Jones and Softly references. Claims 
2-5, 7 and 1 1 depend from claim 1 and, likewise, are patentable over the Jones and 
Softly references. 

The Office further rejects claims 8-9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jones in view of the prior art described at columns 2-3 and shown 
in figure 2 of Jones. 

Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Applicant claims, claim 8, a system for reducing reflection from a surface of an 
optical lens comprising: vane means for limiting reflections from said surface while 
maintaining a substantially wide Field of View (FOV) for said optical lens; said vane 
means for mounting proximate said surface of said optical lens; and said vane means 
producing tubes with a length-to width ratio greater than the length to width ratio of 
- the FOV . -- -im^ _ - . - 

The Jones reference describes a structure for use in reducing reflections from a 
light reflecting surface of an optical device wherein the structure utilizes a plurality of 
tubular elements. The aspect ratio of the tubular elements being selected to be 
substantially the same as that of the optical device. The Jones reference does not 
describe tubes having a length-to width ratio greater than the length to width ratio of 
the FOV as taught by the present invention. Further, Figure 2 merely shows that if 
one makes the lens hood 16 long enough (e.g. 2 feet), one can prevent observers from 
seeing reflections. However, such lengths of hoods are awkward and impractical. 
Further, as stated in the present specification: "If deeper tubes are used, they would 
intrude on the FOV and vignette the image seen through the device, (page 3, lines 2-3) 
Thus, the device of Figure 2 would not maintain a wide field of view through the reflective 
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surface as required by. the present invention. Still further, the Softly reference fails to 
remedy the deficiencies of the Jones reference. As described above. Softly does not 
describe, teach or suggest- a field of view in accordance with the present invention. 
Rather, Sofdy describes a completely different concept of a field of view. 

Accordingly, claim 8 is patentable over the Jones reference. Claim 9 depends 
from claim 8 and, likewise, is patentable over the Jones reference. 



In view of the above amendments and discussion, reconsideration and 
allowance of claims 1-5, 7-9 and 1 1 is respectfully requested. This case is believed to 
be in condition for immediate allowance. Applicant respectfully requests early 
consideration and allowance of the subject application. 

If for any reason a fee is required, a fee paid is inadequate or credit is owed for 
any excess fee paid, you are hereby authorized and requested to charge Deposit 
Account No. 04-1105. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted. 



Date 
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VERSION WITH MARKINGS TO SHOW CHANGES MADE IN CLAIMS 

Please note that additions to the claims are shown underlined and deletions are 
shown in brackets. 

1. An apparatus for reducing reflection on a surface comprising: 
a plurality of concentric circular vanes, mounted in front of said reflective 
surface, each of said vanes including a first end proximate said surface, and a second 
end away from said surface, wherein said first ends of said plurality of vanes are 
spaced apart from each other at a different distance than said second ends of said 
plurality of vanes are spaced apart from each other, and wherein said first ends of said 
plurality of vanes are spaced further apart from each other than said second ends of 
said plurality of vanes , wherein a wide filed of view through the reflective surface is 
maintained. 



